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The Following Article contains information about Dr. Tregelles, 

who worked on translation of ancient Greek manuscripts, 

specifically Biblical manuscripts. 

The information might seem antiquated, were it not 

for the fact that it was Dr. Tregelles who played 

such a pivotal role in the decisions made about 

which Collation of the Greek New Testament 

should be used as the standard for all 

translations of all New Testaments translated 

into all modern languages. 

Until the time and the work and efforts of Dr. Tregelles, 

it was the official stated policy of the British and Foreign Bible 

Society to use the historic Textus Receptus 

(Received Textof Stephanus / Estienne of 1550/51) 

for all Bibles and Bible Translations. 

This is the text that has been used since 
the early church. The Evangelicals and Protestants 
used this text as the basis for the 1 61 1 King James 

Version (not to be confused with the NKJV), as 

well as for the Geneva Bible, the Bible de Geneve, 

the Diodatti edition, the Spanish Reina Valera 

of 1602, etc. 

This is not to say that the British and Foreign Bible 

Society (the BFBS) has been without controversy. Though 

most people do not know, it was started and continued as a 

Unitarian Bible Society. And although it promised it would only use 

and publish the Authorized Version of the Bible (The 1 61 1 KJV) and 

its greek text (the Textus Receptus), the BFBS has been caught 

numerous times printing and promoting manuscripts, editions, 

editors who have attempted to publish MODIFIED, Changed, 

Corrected or Altered Versions of the New Testament. 

When the public became aware of these issues, the BFBS 

would often change their mind, temporarily, only to return 

to publishing counterfeit, false or altered versions. This also 

included their attempts to include apocryphal books into 

Protestant Translations of the Bible, especially those translated 

into other languages, where the English population did not 

know what was taking place abroad (such as in India). 



For this reason, the work of the BFBS should be 

subject to careful review, to find out who translated 

the Bible you may be reading, who published it, how 

the translation team was assembled and which 
Greek text was used as the basis. Modern Versions 
are based on the counterfeit Greek text collated by 

Nestle. It turns out that Dr. Nestle was the friend 

of Dr. Tregelles. It was Tregelles who promoted the 

work of Nestle to the BFBS, until they (the BFBS) agreed 

to STOP using the historic Textus Receptus, which 

had been used by the Byzantine and Eastern Orthodox 

Churches 

[the Eastern Orthodox Theology reflected mostly the 
view of the Roman Emperors who changed many of the 

Patriarchs of that church and broke their lines of 
continuity over and over, apointing or exiling or retiring 

Patriarchs which they did not like, but their Greek 

New Testament until at least very recently, remained 

the Textus Receptus.] 

It was Tregelles who had Dr. Nestle travel often between 

1902 and 1904 between Germany and London, in order 

to lobby the British and Foreign Bible Society (BFBS), so that it 

would stop using the historic Koine Greek New Testament. 

Dr. Nestle had published his own competing version, which 

was made up of the text of Westcott and Hort and the text 

of Tischendorf, who had decided to promote his own 

recently rediscovered Codex Sinaiticus, which still has 

been found to contradict Codex Vaticanus in thousands of places 

[all of this is documented in the book Codex B and Its Allies 
by Professor Hoskier in two volumes - it is available online for Free] 

It takes a lot of work to ask the Anglican Church and the 

Protestant Churches to turn their back on their own historic 

Greek text of the Bible. Dr Tregelles was the main one 

to make this happen thanks to his lobbying efforts and 

his acceptance of the myths of the "improvements" by 

Nestle. The following article illustrates some of the 

"scholarship" of Tregelles. 
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ARTICLE V. 

ON THE READING " ONLY-BEGOTTEN GOD," IN JOHN 1. IS; 
WITH PARTICULAR REFERENCE TO THE STATEMENTS 
OF OR. TREGELLES. 1 

RY EZRA ARROT, CAMRRITXi E, MASS. 

Qthv ouSel? kwpaKiV TrunroTf- o fioyoytvji 1 : vt6s [til. Seiiy], a tiv els ibv KoKnov Toy 
TrarpSs, t'Ke7i>oy i^rfy-qfraTO. 

In John i. 18, which reads in the common version : " No 
man liafli seen God at anytime; the only-begotten Son, 
which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared him," 
it has long been known to scholars that important critical 
authorities, instead of the expression 6 /j.ovo<yevi}<; uio'?, "the 
only-begotten Sow," have the. remarkable reading fwvoyevrj<i 
^eov, "only-begotten God.'" The manuscripts that contain 
it, though not numerous, are of the very highest rank, 
including both the famous Vatican manuscript, and the 
newly discovered Codex Sinaiticus of Tisehcndorf . This 
reading has also a respectable support from the ancient ver- 
sions, and has been supposed to be attested by a great 
majority of the ancient Fathers, both Greek and Latin. 
Though not adopted into the text of any edition of the 
Greek Testament yet published, its genuineness has been 
maintained by Dr. S. P. Tregelles, the most eminent among 
English scholars in the department of textual criticism; 
and it will undoubtedly be presented as the true reading 
in his long expected edition. It would also have been 



1 " An Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament ; with 

Analyses, etc., of the respective Hooks By the Rev, TllOinns llnrtwcll 

Home, !!. 1>. The critical part rewritten mid the remainder revised and edited 
by Samuel Pridcaux Tregelles, LL. J). Second Edition." London: Long- 
man, dr., ISfiO. 8vo. pp. xxvii., 801: pp. 751 — 784 being "Additions" and 
" Postscript," which alone distinguish this from the former edition. These 
Additions, with the Postscript, have also been published separately. 
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received by Laehmann into liis text, had lie been aware of 
the authorities by which it is supported. 

It is evident from this brief statement of the claims of 
the reading fj,ovoyev>)-i ^ed?, that the question of its genuine- 
ness well deserves a critical investigation, while its theolog- 
ical character gives it a special interest, which, however, 
most not be suffered to bias our judgment. This investi- 
gation is the more, necessary in consequence of the circum- 
stance that in respect to one very important branch of the 
evidence, — the quotations of (lie passage by the ancient 
Fathers, — no critical edition of the Greek Testament gives 
even a tolerably complete and accurate account of the facts 
in the case. On the contrary, the most important editions 
which have been published since the time of Wet.stein, as 
those of Griesbach , Scholz, Tischendorf , and iMford , not 
only neglect to state a very large part of the evidence, but 
contain almost incredible errors in regard to the authorities 
which they professedly cite.) Many of these errors were 
repeated by Dr. 1'regelles in his remarks on the passage in 
his " Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testa- 
ment" (London, 1854), in which he maintained the genu- 
ineness of the reading Sreos\ a His observations led to an 
examination of the evidence on the subject by the present 
writer, the results of which were published in a note ap- 
pended to the second edition of Mr. Norton's " Statement 
of Reasons for not believing the Doctrines of Trinitarians " 
(Boston, 1856), pp. 448—469. 

I cannot better introduce the discussion proposed in the 
present Article, than by quoting from the note just referred 
to a statement of some of the conclusions arrived at. After 
mentioning the fact that Wetstein, in his note on the pas- 
sage, has fallen into extraordinary errors, many of which 

'In liin roeont edition of the Greek Testament, " Editio septima eritiea 
major," Lips. 1859, Tischendorf lias considerably corrected and enlarged iiis 
former account of the evidence of the Fathers on this passage. But his note 
is still very defective, and contains important mistakes. 

' l See pp. SM4, 235. 

. Vol. XVIII. No. 72. 71 
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have been blindly copied by subsequent editors, it was 
observed : 

" One who should take the statements in Wetstein's note 
to be correct, would suppose that not less than forty-four 
Greek and Latin writers, in the first eight centuries, have 
quoted the passage in question with the reading /j.ovoyeinj'i 
Sreos- or vnigenihis Dens; and that the number of distinct 
quotations of this kind in their writings, taken together, is 
not far from one hundred and thirty. I have examined with 
some care all the passages specifically referred to by Wet- 
stein, and the whole work, or collection of works, cited, 
when his reference is general, — as i Epiphanius dnodeeies,' 
l JIi/ariits de Trinit. passim,' l Fulgcntius plusquam vicies,' 
not confining my attention, however, to these particular 
passages or works. The following is the result of this ex- 
amination. Of the forty-four writers cited by Wetstein in 
support of the reading fiovoyevrjt'Steos, there are but four who 
quote or refer to the passage with this reading only ;' four 
quote it with both readings; 8 nine quote it with the read- 
ing uf'o? or j\ 'lilts only, except that in one of the quotations 
of Titus of Bostra vim ^eo? occurs; 3 two repeatedly allude 
to it, — sometimes using the phrase 'only-begotten Cod,'' 
and sometimes 'only-begotten Son, 1 in connection with the 
words ' who is in the bosom of the Father,' — but do not 
distinctly quote it; 1 and twenty-Jive do not quote or allude 
to it at all/' Of the particular passages referred to by 
Wetstein, a great majority have no bearing whatever on the 
subject , but merely contain the expression fioi>oyev>]<; ^V«k or 
unigenilus Dens, with no trace of an allusion to the text in 
question, — an expression often occurring, as will hereafter 

i " It is thus quoted in the 'Exee.rpta Theoiloti,' and nlso Iry Clement, of 
Alexandria and Kpiphnnius. It appears to lie onec referred lo in ilie Kpistle of 
the second Synod of Aneyra." 

M "Trenaeus, Origin, Hasil, and Cyril of Alexandria." 

3 " Kiisebius, Athanasins, Julian, Gregory Nazianzen, Titus of Bostra, Max- 
imums the Arian bishop, Hilary, Vijrilius of Tapsa, Aleuin." 

* " Gregory of Nyssa and Fulgentius." 

'' " That is, all the remaining authorities cited by Wetstein, for which see his 
note." 
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appear, in writers who abundantly and unequivocally quale 
John i. 18 with Hie reading v'toi ovjilim. Indeed, in some 
of these passages we do not find even this expression, but 
only the term yevi)To<; [al. yevvr)TO'i\ ^ed?, or genilu.i Dens, 
applied to Christ. 1 Sufficient evidence that these assertions 
are not made at random will be given in what follows, 
though (he mistakes of Wetsfein cannot here be all pointed 
out, in detail. 

" We may now examine the witnesses brought forward 

by Dr. Tregelles Of the twenty-Jive writers whom he 

has adduced in support, of the reading fiovoyevrp Sew, but 
four, I believe, can be relied on with much confidence, and 
even their testimony is far from unexceptionable ; three 
may be regarded as doubtful ; eight really support the com- 
mon reading; two merely allude to the passage; and eight 
have neither quoted nor alluded to it." 2 

These statements were supported by a detailed exposition 
of the facts in the case, accompanied in every instance by 
precise references to the passages in the Fathers bearing on 
the subject. In addition to the correction of these enormous 
errors in respect to the evidence alleged for the reading Seo«, 
I produced, as the result of original investigation, quotations 
of the passage, supporting the reading wo?, from no less than 
eighteen Creek and six Latin ecclesiastical writers, whose 
testimony had never before been adduced to this purpose in 
any critical edition of the Creek Testament, — twelve or 
thirteen of them belonging to the third and fourth cen- 
turies. The examination made of the works of the Fathers 
enabled me also to give the evidence much more fully and 
accurately than had before been done in the case of many 
other writers who hud been cited, on one side or the other, 
in editions of the Creek Testament, In this exposition of the. 
evidence I was scrupulously careful to mention not only 

1 "As in the following : 'Oriyrnes in Psalm, i. ap. Kpiplmniiim,' see- Kpiphan- 
ins Ilneres. LXtV. c. 7, <>pp. I- 531 b , or Origcn, Opp. I!. 52fic; 'Eiisehiits, J). IV. 
2,' i. c. l)em. Evang. Lil>. IV. c. 2; 'Pnidmliux in Apotheosi.' viz. lino R'J5 ; 
'('liwtliiintis Mnmerl, do statu animae t. 2,' where Lili. 1. c. 2 must lie the place 
intended." 

" Norton's Statement of Reasons, etc. Appendix, Note C, pp. 451 — 45.1. 
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every quotation of the passage which I had found with the 
reading ^eo'?, but every allusion to it which might be imag- 
ined to favor this reading, even in cases where it seemed clear 
that no real argument could be founded on these allusions. 

In the Postscript to the second edition of his Introduc- 
tion to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament (pp. 
780, 781), Dr. Tregelles has taken notice of my remarks on 
this passage, which " have led," as he says, " to a reexami- 
nation of the whole of the evidence." After exhibiting the 
authorities for the different readings, he says in a note: 

" In this one instance- 1 have given at length the evidence 
for and against the reading, so as to show what authorities 
do really support fiovoyevrit S*eo? and what uphold povoyevris 
vios. The statement is here given just as it stands in my 
Greek Testament, with the precise references to the Patris- 
tic citations." 

The conclusion to which he comes is thus expressed : 

" It appears to be most clear that not only is povoyevr)? 
^€0? the ancient reading of MSS. and some versions, but 
also of the Fathers generally; for those that have both 
readings in the present copies of their works, evidently do 
support that which is not in the later Greek text, with which 
those who copied their writings were familiar; and the 
doubtful passages must give way to the express mentions 
of ^eo? by the same writers as the reading in this place." 

Here a regard for the truth compels me to state some 
facts which may give an unfavorable impression concerning 
Dr. Tregelles's character for fairness and accuracy. No one 
can regret this more than myself; and in simple justice to a 
scholar whose services to biblical criticism have been so 
valuable, and who has often shown himself superior to the 
influence of dogmatic prejudice, I must beg the reader not 
to regard his note on John i. 18 as a specimen of his usual 
manner of dealing with evidence. 

Dr. Tregelles, it will be observed, professes to give at 
length the testimony for and against the reading ^e6?. In 
doing this, he does not confine himself to the chronological 
limit generally followed in his Greek Testament, so far as 
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the Fathers are concerned, but comes down to the latter 
part of the eighth century, including the latest author 
(namely Alcuin) who lias ever been cited in favor of the 
reading " only-begotten God." He leads us to expect a full 
and accurate statement of the evidence on both sides, 
which, in a case like this, it was unquestionably his duty to 
give. How is it, then, in reality? 

I answer that, for some cause which I do not pretend to 
explain, his account of the evidence is most deceptive and 
untrustworthy. He has entirely omitted to mention the 
greater part of the facts in the case, though they were placed 
directly before his eyes. In stating the evidence for the 
reading ^eo?, it is true, he has not been guilty of the sin of 
omission. On the contrary, he not only appears to have 
availed himself very freely of the matter which I had for 
the first time collected that seemed to favor that reading, 
even copying my references, in one instance at least, without 
verification, 1 but he has repeated many mistakes in the 
evidence alleged for this reading after they had been clearly 
pointed out. He has referred, in various instances, to places 
in different authors where John i. 18 is not quoted or even 
, alluded to, but which mere'y contain the expression povoye- 
vrjs *$e6<i or unigenitus Dens applied to Christ by the writer, 
and has intermixed these references indiscriminately with 
those to actual quotations, thus leading the unwary reader 

' I had cited the Dialogue of Cyril, " Quod TJmis sit Christus," Opp. Tom. 
V. P. i. p. 786", for the reading ;Ws. The reference should have been to p. 
768 e instead of p. 786 c . Dr. Tregelles lias copied this mistake in reference, though 
an examination would have shown that the treatise ends on p. 778. 

The only acknowledgement made by Dr. Tregelles of any indebtedness to 
my researches on this passage is the following : " He points out rightly that I 
had incorrectly alleged Phoebadins for the reading nai/o-yeviis S>e6s (an error which 
originated, I believe, in revising in the proof-sheet the name which had been in- 
tended for Prudentius)." This statement has not mended the matter. Pruden- 
lius has not only never Quoted John i. 13 with the reading nnigenitvs Deus, hut 
)>as never used this expression even , in any part of his writings . As to Phoeba- 
dins, I not only pointed ont the fact that the same remark was true of him, but 
that he had express/;/ quoted the passage with the reading unigenitus fdius (Contra 
Arianos, c. 12). Of this Dr. Tregelles, in his account of the evidence, takes 
no notice. Why should he not be as ready to adduce the testimony of Phoeba- 
dius on one side as the other ? 

71* 
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to suppose them to denote quotations, and to attach to 
them undue weight. 

But how fares the evidence on the other side? The 
answer to this question may well astonish the reader. Of 
the twenty-three Greek and thirteen Latin writers whom I 
had cited as supporting the reading vw<t, giving in every 
case exact references to their quotations of the passage, Dr. 
Tregelles notices only seven! Of the twenty-nine witnesses 
whom he thus ignores, at least twenty-six are as ancient as 
Alcuin, whom he cites, though erroneously , in favor of the 
reading " only-begotten God;" and a great majority of them 
belong to the third and fourth centuries. Even this is not 
all. His exhibition of the testimony of the authorities 
which he does cite as containing the reading vw is far from 
complete. See the note below. 1 



1 For the convenience of Dr. Tregelles, and those of h's readers who ma\' 
happen to see this Article, I will here point oat in order some of the principal 
errors and defects in his note on John i. 18. A fuller discussion of various 
questions will be given hereafter. 

Authorities cited for the reading fiovoyev^s !&(6s. 

Lines 4, 5. "Orig. Int. IV. 92" 1 ." To be omitted. Merely an instance of 
the use of the expression "unigenitus Deus Salvator noster," without any ref- 
erence to John i. 18. 

Line 5. "Marcel, ap. Kits. 19°.'' To be omitted for a similar reason. Euse- 
bius simply says of a letter of Marcellus, containing his creed : Ttypaipc Tianv- 
av tis narlpa &tbv navroHpdropa^ Kai tls rbv vtbv airrov rbv p.ovoy*vri Sfoi', tbv kv- 
piov ijfitiv 'lij<Tovy Xpiardv, Ka\ tis rb rrvtvpa rb kryiov. 

Lines 5, 6. "Kus. c. Mel. 67 1 '. <5 piovuy. vlhs 1) fiovoy. &eis." This should 
be quoted with the context, rov tvayytKitrrov $iapp-f)Stit> ai/rbv vlbv piovo- 
ytvrt tivai SlSrftTKWTOS 5i' Stv e$?j, Qtbv ovStU t&paKt ir&Tror*' & fiovoytvfy vios, ^ fio- 
voytvr)s Stis, 6 &>v th rbv k4kitov, k. t. A., which makes it, I think, evident that the 
words ^ iiovoy. ftc<!s are a marginal gloss which has crept into the text ; and that 
the proper place for the reference is among the authorities for ixovoyeifys ulis, where 
fine other places are cited, in which Eusebius has expressly quoted the passage 
with this reading. 

Line. 6. "Evs, c. Mel. 124°. Stbv Si ml fiovoyevri." Irrelevant. Kuschins 
simply says here that Christ is represented by the Evangelist " as God and only- 
begotten." not_ only-begotten God, "inasmuch as he alone was truly the Son of 
the God over all." 

llrid, "Hit. U24 c scq.," etc. To be omitted. The passage is not a quota- 
tion of John i. 18, except so far as the words " in sinn patris est " are concerned, 
as wns shown in the Appendix to Norton's " Statement of Reason*," p. 465, 
note, and will bo fully shown below. The stress of Hilary's argument, such as 
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Under such circumstances, no apology can be necessary 
for offering a restatement of the evidence for the various 
readings of the passage in question. In doing this, I may 



it is, rests wholly on the word est. The "et in scquciuihiis saepe " which Dr. 
Tregelles adds is altogether deceptive , as it will naturally he understood to sig- 
nify that Hilary has " often " (|uoted John i. 18 with the reading nniyenitus Deux. 
The truth in, that ho has never quoted the passage with this reading , but has, on 
the contrary , expressly quoted it seven times with the reading Jtliia ; and not 
only so, hut has commented upon it in such a way (l)e Trin. Lih. VI. c. 30) as to 
demonstrate beyond question that he thus read the passage. 

Lines 18, 19. "Ej»st. Synodi Anq/rcmoe 2" [2' ,a! ] ap. Kjiiph Ilaer. Ixxiii. 

8 (i. 854°)." It is quite proper to adduce this among the authorities which 
favor the reading deis, but as it is not an express, quotation of the passage, it 
would he more accurate to add the Greek : 6 Be [sc. 'lawnjs] toO Seou rbn \6yov 
HovayevTJ Sxbv . . . $t\al. The imprudence of a confident reliance on references 
of this kind was illustrated in the Appendix to Norton's " Statement, of Rea- 
sons," pp. 454, 455, note, and will ho shown below. 

Line 23. "Cyr. Alex. V. p. i. 786«. For 78G" read 768". 

Ibid. "Fuli/entius intcrdum." Dele. Fulgentius has never quoted the pas- 
sage . His allusions to it were given in full in the "Appendix" just referred to, 
and will he again exhibited below. 

Lines 23, 24. "hidorus Pel. 6. iii. 95 (ap. Wetst.)." Dele. Isidore of Pel- 
usium has nowhere quoted or alluded to John i. 18. The passage referred to by 
AVetstein, as was pointed out in the Appendix to Norton's "Statement of Rea- 
sons," p. 460, note, contains merely the exjnession "only-begotten God," — & 
povoyiv^i yovn Stfbs eViSjj^rras, 0i)ir/, k. r. K. This is the only place in his writ- 
ings in which Isidore uses even this expression. 

Lines 24 — 29. " Scriptores Graeci et Latini sacpissime habent verba juovo- 
■ylvjjj &eos mttffenitns Dens, tanquam nomen Jcsn in Scripture trihutum ; e.g., 
Grey. Nyss, saejtissime, Greg. Naz., Bus. »SV., Arms, fjtr.iamis (s. pseudo-Luc), 
nee non Eunomius, Til, Bostr., Gaiideritius, Femmdus, Prudeulitts, Vii/iliiis, Al- 
ciiimts, etc. ; quod ah hoc loco lit videtur pendet." Here it is to be observed : 
1. That it is not pretended that any of these writers quotes the passage in question 
with the reading " only-begotten God;" on the other hand, four of them, Greg. 
Naz., Tit. Bos{r., VigiKns, and Alcuin, do expressly quote it with the reading 
" only-begotten Son." 2. Two of them, Titus of Bostra and Pruilentim, have 
never even used the phrase, "only-begotten God" in their published works. 3. 
Four of the remainder, Bas. ScL, Arms, Lurianns (or Pseudo-Luc), and Gaud- 
entius, instead of employing this expression "saepissiine," have used it but once, 
each, in their extant writings ; and it occurs very rarely, perhaps only onee, in 
those of Gregory Nazianzm. 4. None of the writers named speak of it as "ap- 
plied to Jesus in Scripturo," except Gregory JVysseii ; and his assertion, as I shall 
show, is very poor evidence that ho ever found it there. 

Authorities cited for the reading fiovoyfvtis vl6s. 

Line 29. After " 1." insert "fi9.," a manuscript of great value, ranking with 
1. and 33. 
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be pardoned for saying, that so far as the testimony of the 
Fathers is concerned, nothing whatever will be given at 
second hand. When it is affirmed that a particular Father 
has not quoted John i. 18, or has never used in his writings 
even the expression fwvoyevfi? ^eo?, or, on the other hand, 
that he has used it a certain number of times, the state- 
ment is founded on a personal examination of the whole 
of his published works. It would be presumptuous to assert 
that in this examination, extending over so wide a field, 
nothing has escaped my notice ; I can only say that I 
have aimed at accuracy, and have had no object but to 
ascertain the truth. The new note of Dr. Tregelles has 
added nothing to the evidence which was presented in the 
Appendix to Norton's " Statement of Reasons," except one 
reference to Didymus of Alexandria, confirming the two 
citations which I had given from him in favor of the read- 
ing iifo?; 1 and, on the other side, the fact (already mentioned 
in Teschendorf's last edition of the Greek Testament), that 



Line 31. Add "hen. 189 (unigenitiis filius Dei), ct vid. soqij." Add also 
"Oriy. IV . 102'*, a jx. vibs rov &(ov np. lie la Rue, i /x. vibs &t6s np. Huet. ; cf. i 
p.. vibs Sit&s, Clem. 9!>fp. Orig. Int. III. 91", unigenitus Dei filius." 

Line 32. For " 197 " read "297." 

Line 33. Dele. " 123 b ." There is no reference here to John i. 18. 

Line .'14. Insert among the references to Hi/., "799"," and for "852' "read 
" 852=." 

/biil. For " vid. Text, adv. Prax. 8" read "Tert. adv. Prax. 15." Dr. Tre- 
gelles omit* the place where Tcrtullian has quoted the passage with the reading 
uniijenitus filim>, and refers instead to a place where he has merely alluded to it 
in such a way asnot to determine the reading. 

Ibid. Vot^"Atltattas.," which is out of place, read "Alhanns. I. 219" (diserte), 
227' 1 , 5.W, 638' (dis.) ; cf. 628 ef , 631<", 634'', 635", ed. Benedict." Athanusius 
quotes the passage four times, twice commenting on the word vlis, and refers to it 
in three other places in such a way as to show, in each of them, that he unqucs- 
tionahly read vl6s. 

Within the chronological period to which Dr. Tregelles has confined himself, 
namely, the first eight centuries, I shall further adduce in support of the reading 
"only-heijottcn Son," the testimony of not less than thirty writers whom he has 
not mentioned ; to which, for the sake of completeness, will he added that of ten 
or twelve others of later date. 

l Not having heen ahle to procure at that time the treatise of Didvmus "Dc 
Trinitiite," I was compelled to cite it at second hand from the work of Guerieke, 
"lie Schola quae Alcxandriae floruit catechetica," carefully stating, however, 
this fact in a note. Didymus was the only author thus cited. 
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the Aethiopic version, as edited by Mr. Piatt, supports the 
reading viot. The very few other apparent additions are 
merely errors. 

I may here advert to an extraordinary statement in the 
note of Dr. Tregelles, which, if correct, would make this 
whole investigation on my part an absurdity. He says: 
" Mr. Abbot has entirely failed in his endeavour to show 
that Patristic citations are wholly a matter of uncertainty" 
(p. 781). There is not the slightest ground in my note for 
ascribing to me such a preposterous " endeavor." I did 
endeavor to show that the evidence of some of Dr. Tregel- 
les's "Patristic citations" was very uncertain; I called 
attention to the indisputable fact that several of his princi- 
pal authorities were notorious for the general looseness and 
inaccuracy of their quotations ; I pointed out the impor- 
tance of carefully distinguishing express citations of a pas- 
sage from mere allusions or references to it; and I proved 
that it was not always safe to rely on the assertion of a 
Father that a particular expression was, found in scripture. 
But lean assure Dr. Tregelles that had I endeavored." to 
show that Patristic citations are wholly a matter of uncer- 
tainty," I should not have taken pains to adduce eighty of 
them, from thirty-six different writers, in opposition to the 
reading which he defends as genuine. The evidence of the 
Fathers in regard to various readings always needs to be 
carefully weighed and sifted ; the references to it in all crit- 
ical editions of the Greek Testament hitherto published are 
very incomplete, and often untrustworthy^ but it is fre- 
quently of great importance. 

We will now examine the evidence for the reading fiovo- 
lyevrjs ^eo? as compared with that for fiovcr/ev^ vlfo. The 
testimony of the Greek manuscripts is first to he considered. 
It is here important to observe, that the words twos and Seos 
in the abbreviated form in which they are written in the 
most ancient codices (fc, 67), differ in but a single letter, so 
that one might easily be substituted for the other through 
the inadvertence of a transcriber. 
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The reading ^eo'<r is found in the MSS. a* B C* L, 33 ; only 
five in number, but three of them of the highest antiquity, 
and all of great value, x, the Codex Sinaiticus, which has 
the reading a prima manu, was probably written, according 
to Tischendorf, about the middle of the fourth century ; B, 
the Vatican manuscript, is of nearly the same age ; C, the 
Ephrem manuscript, is about a century later ; L is of the 
eighth century, but remarkable for its affinity with the Vati- 
can and the Ephrem ; and 33 is a cursive manuscript of the 
eleventh century, also very remarkable for its agreement 
with our oldest copies, ^t is one of the three manuscripts 
of this class which reads o? in 1 Tim. iii. 16. 

The reading y<os-, on the other hand, is found in «** A C*** 
EFGHKMSUVXJyl, also in 1. 69., and all the other 
cursive manuscripts containing the passage (so far as is 
known), amounting to four or five hundred in number, but 
many of them imperfectly collated. N** denotes the Codex 
Sinaiticus as corrected; A is the Alexandrine manuscript, of 
the fifth century; C*** denotes the Ephrem manuscript as 
corrected in the ninth century; X and A are manuscripts of 
the latter part of the ninth century, but distinguished from 
the others of that period by their more frequent agreement 
with the most ancient documents; this is particularly true 
of X, the text of which is of great excellence. The other 
uncial manuscripts range in date from the eighfh century to 
the tenth ; 1 and 69 are cursive manuscripts, the first of the 
tenth, the second of the fourteenth century, but of uncom- 
mon value on account of the accordance of their text with 
that of our oldest copies ; a remark which applies, in a 
somewhat inferior degree, to a considerable number of 
others, especially 13, 22, 118, 124, 157, and 209. 

The concurrence of three out of our four most ancient 
manuscripts in the reading ^eo? is remarkable ; but some 
circumstances may lessen its apparent weight. The testi- 
mony of N, which has the reading a prima manu, cannot be 
properly estimated till we know something respecting the date 
of the correction, which possesses an authority, of course, 
equal to that of a manuscript at the time it was made. The 
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alterations which N has undergone are by many different 
hands, but Tregelles remarks (p. 784) that " it will appar- 
ently be found that one at least of these has carefully cor- 
rected the errors of the original scribe; indeed it seems not 
improbable that such a corrector may have been the person 
whose business it was to revise what had been written by a 
mere mechanical copyist. For a full apprehension of the 
value, etc., of the corrections, we must wait the appeanmce 
of TisehendorFs edition." Should it appear that the origi- 
nal Stop^coT^f, or a very early corrector, altered the reading 
of N from ^eo? to vios, the importance of its testimony to 
the former would be greatly diminished, or even nullified ; 
on the other hand, if the change was made by a late correc- 
tor, the alteration would be of little consequence. That the 
original transcriber was careless or sleepy when he copied 
John i. 18 is evident from the fact that he has omitted the 
words 6 u>v before eh top koXttov. Another circumstance may 
be regarded as weakening in some measure the authority of 
JJ* BC'L in this passage. They all agree in reading [wvo- 
<yevi)<; S^eo? instead of 6 poviryevi)'; vios. It seems hardly possible 
that this omission of the article can be correct ; but if this 
be an error, it throws some suspicion on the reading which 
accompanies it. 

The balance of evidence in the case of the manuscripts 
will be estimated differently by different critics according to 
the school to which they belong. Tregelles would attribute 
greater weight than Tischendorf to the preponderance of 
the few most ancient manuscripts in favor of ^eo<c, while 
Mr. Scrivener would lay greater stress than either on the 
testimony of the later uncials and cursives. It may be suf- 
ficient to say here that the united testimony of the manu- 
scripts of the ninth century and later, though numbered by 
hundreds, cannot disprove the genuineness of a reading 
which is supported by a great preponderance of the more 
ancient evidence ; and on the other hand, that the coinci- 
dence of the MSS. it B C L in a reading, though entitled to 
grave consideration, is far from being decisive. The testi- 
mony of several of the ancient versions and Fathers goes 
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further back than that of our oldest manuscripts ; and that 
of the versions, in particular, is of great importance in cases 
like the present, where, from the similarity of the question- 
able words in the Greek, a transcriber might easily mistake 
one for the other. 

We will proceed, then, to examine the evidence of the 
ancient versions. The following support ^etk: — 1. the 
Peshito Syriac, which has been assigned to the second cen- 
tury, but the text of which is regarded by Dr. Tregelles and 
others as having been greatly corrupted and modernized, 
especially in the Gospels, by a later revision; 1 2. the Harc- 
lean or Philoxenian Syriac (A. D. 616) in the margin; 3. 
the Coptic or Memphitic (third or fourth cent.) ; and, 4. the 
Aethiopic (fourth or fifth cent.) in the Roman edition. 

The following support vim : — 1. the Old Latin or Italic, 
of the second century ; 2. the Vulgate, of the fourth ; 3. the 
Curetonian Syriac, probably of the second century; 2 4. the 
llardean or Philoxenian Syriac (A. D. 616) in the. text ; 5. 
the Jerusalem Syriac, of uncertain date, but representing a 
very ancient text ; 6. the Aethiopic (fourth or fifth cent.), as 
edited in 1826 by Mr. Piatt; and, 7. the Armenian, of the 
fifth century. 

It will be perceived that the weight of authority, so far as 
the ancient versions are concerned, greatly predominates in 
favor of the reading wo?. The evidence of the Old Latin 
and the Curetonian Syriac is particularly important. 

The testimony of the ancient Fathers is next to be at- 
tended to. We will examine the evidence, 1. of those which 
favor Vieo?; 2. of those which support w'6V, and, 3. of a few 
which have quoted the passage with both readings, and may 
be regarded as doubtful. I add, for convenience, the time 
at which they flourished as assigned by Cave. 

I. The following favor the reading ^e6f. 

1. Clement of Alexandria, A. D. 194, who has once quoted 



1 Sec his Introil. to Textual Criticism, pp. 205, 206 ; comp. p. 757. 

! Of this version Dr. Tregelles ohserves that " its roadings are in fur greater 
accordance with the oldest authorities of various kinds than is the case in the 
previously known t'eshito." — lltid. p. 207. It has been printed from a MS. of 
the fifth century. 
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the passage with this reading (Stromat. Lib. V, c. 12. p. 695 
ed. Potter). This evidence is however somewhat weakened 
by the fact, that in another place, in alluding to the text, he 
has the words 6 ftovoyeir}]? tuos See?, " the only-begotten Sou, 
who is God." ' lie docs not comment on the passage, in 
either case, in such a way as to show how he read it ; and if 
. Dr. Tregelles has remarked (p. 333), "he often gives his own 
phrases instead of those of any writer whom he may cite." 
Indeed, he is one of the most remarkable among the Fathers 
for the looseness of his quotations from scripture. 

2. The "Excerpt a Theodoti," or " Doctrina Orientalis." 
This is a compilation of uncertain authorship, but supposed 
by many to have been made by Clement of Alexandria, 
with whose works it is generally printed. " Thcodotus " is 
several times cited in it, but more frequently ' ; the followers 
of Valentinus." The quotation of John i. 18 occurs in an 
account of the manner in which the Valentinhuis under- 
stood and explained the first chapter of John. It is a very 
important testimony to the reading See?, both on account of 
its high antiquity, and because it is express: — avTOKpus^ew 
aiiTov 8i}\ol \eyd)v, O /iovoyevrjs ^eos, 6 fav et? tov koXttov tov 
7ra.Tpds, £Keli'o<i e^rjyi'jaajo.- 

3. Epiphanius, Bp. of Constantia or Salamis in Cyprus, 
A. 1). 368, has quoted the passage three times with the read- 
ing Sew. (Haer. LXV. c. 5, bis, and LXX. c. 7. Opp. I. 612° 
and 818" ed. Petav.) In the remark, however, which follows 
the quotation in the first passage, Seo? and vick are inter- 
changed : — Kal <prjai, '0 p,ovoyevi)<i SeoV 6 p,ev yap Xo'yo? eV- 
t).!' 6k Trarpos yevurjisek, 6 irarrjp he ovk. eyepprpby Bta. tovto 
fidvoyevrji; vlos. He also speaks of John as " calling Christ 

only-begotten God:" — Movoyevrj Seoj/ amov <f>do-K(ov 

IJepl Trarpos yey pairrai, akrfiivov *Seov- Trepl vlov Be, on povoye- 
j/j;9 Sreos. (Ancorat. c. 3. Opp. II. 8"'.) A little before, 
however, in a quotation of John i. 18, 6 fiovoyevr'^ is given 



1 Kal t6t€ tTTonrfvafis rbv K6\iroy tov Trarp6s, ttv 6 fjLovayfv^s v'ths &fbs fioi'os t£- 
rjy/jcraTo. — Qiiis dives snlvetlil", c. .'17. p. 9. r >fi. 

2 Kxcerptii Theodot c. fi, up. Clem. Alex. Opp. p. 968 ed. Potter; also in 
Fabric*! Bilil. Grnec. V. 136, and in Bunscn's Analecta Antc-Nicactm, I. 211. 

Vol. XVIII. No. 72. 72 
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without either Sted? or vto<;. But here the context renders it 
probable that S-ed? has been omitted after fiovoyevrp by the 
mistake of a transcriber, though the text, both in what pre- 
cedes and follows, appears to be corrupt. 1 

4. Pidymus of Alexandria, A. D. 370, has quoted the 
passage twice with the reading "^ed<?. (De Trinit. Lib. I. c. 
26, and Lib. II. c. 5 ; pp. 76, 140 ed. Mingarel., or in Migne's 
Patrol. Graeca, XXXIX. 393\ 495 a .) He also says, 6 u<d? 
/ceKXijrai ixowyevr)? ^red? \6yos, icaX eh Kvptov ^Irjaovs Xpiaro'i. 
(Ibid. Lib. I. c. 15. p. 27, or col. 313" ed. Migne.) But here 
it may be doubted whether a comma should be placed after 
fiovoyevijf, or after Sfed?, or after neither. 

The four writers whose testimony has now been adduced, 
comprise all who have expressly quoted John i. 18 with the 
reading povoyevr)? ^eds alone, and are all who can be cited 
in its support with much confidence. There are four others 
who have quoted the passage with both readings, namely, 
Irenaeus, Origen, Basil the Great, and Cyril of Alexandria. 
The first of these favors 11(09; the last, perhaps, ^eds; while 
the two remaining are altogether doubtful. Their evidence 
will be considered hereafter. 

There are, however, some allusions and references to the 
passage which may be supposed to favor the reading ^ed?, 
but in regard to which there is room for a difference of opin- 
ion. A statement of the facts will enable the reader to form 
his own judgment. 

1. The Second (semi-Arian) Synod of Aneyra, A. D. 358, 
foai/ have read ^609 in John i. 18, but the evidence is not 
decisive. After quoting Prov. viii. 22, etc., Col. i. 15, etc., 
and the first verses of the Proem to the Gospel of John, 
without any allusion, however, to John i. 18, the Fathers of 
this Synod state their conclusion as follows : — " So that we 

1 After having quoted and remarked upon John xvii. 3, Epiphanius says : 
'lytrodv Xpiffrbv rlva; a\y]Stvbv &€(Ji>. Et 8e &ebv Xpurrby 'ItjotjSp, w? \4yft irtpl 
atnov b 'lai&vrris, 'O ^opoyeW/s, 6 &v els fbv k6\ttov tov iraT/xta, ainbs ^7^<raTo. 
Efs 2>fhs Toirvv 6 Trarrip, *■ i". *■ — Ancorat. a 2. p. 7 C . . Here ei 8e must l>e 
wrong unless the whole conclusion of the sentence has been lost. Perhaps we 
should substitute ottt (eomp. Basil, dc Spir. Sanet. c. 8, p. 14") or otSart, though 
J?« may seem at first an oasier emendation. 
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have testimony ' from the mouth of two or three witnesses ' 
in proof that the substance of the Son is like that of the 
Father; for one [Solomon] calls the wisdom of the [all-] 
Wise his Son ; another [John] calls the Logos of God only- 
begotten God; another [Paul] calls the Son of God his 
Image." 1 We have no reason to suppose, a priori, that the 
reference to John is verbally accurate any more than that 
to Proverbs, where we find neither the word v/0'9, nor the ex- 
pression i) <ro<f>ia rod <ro<pov. It is not uncommon with the 
Fathers to give as the language of scripture, expressions 
formed from several passages combined, or which they 
regard as fully authorized by scripture, though not occurring 
there in so many words. The Logos being called " God " 
in John i. 1, and the Son being called " the only-begotten " 
in John i. 18, nothing was more natural than that they 
should unite the two passages, and speak of John as calling 
the Logos " the only-begotten God." This would be done 
the more readily by many of the Fathers, as they regarded 
the terms " Son " and " only-begotten " as necessarily imply- 
ing a participation of the Divine nature, and as in them- 
selves justifying the appellation ^€0'?. Thus the Epistle of 
this Synod says, a little after the passage just cited, vio? ^eo? 
fiev, Ktfeb vw ^eoO, &>? avitpMTros, Kaiib vibs dv'Spcirrrov. (Cap- 
9. p. 855 b ap. Epiph.) So Eusebius says that Christ is tov 
Syeov (Movwyevtjs vios, ical Bia tovto Seo9 (Dem. Evang. Lib. 
V. c. 4. p. 227"), and an indefinite number of passages might 
be quoted to the same purpose. 

2. In one place Gregory of Nyssa (A. D. 370) says: Etpyj- 
rat. irapa ttj? <ypa(fr?)t; irepl tov iv upxv omo<f \6yov, on fioi'o- 
yeinji; ^eo?, irpwroTOKos ttaarfi KTLcrecov. (De Perf. Christ. 
Forma. Opp. III. 291".) Some may regard this as a clear 
proof that Gregory read ^eo? in John i. 18. One, however, 
who has become accustomed to the style in which scripture 
is quoted and referred to in the writings of the Fathers, will 



' 'fls (X llv T V tn'l' (TTiVaTos Sw> % rpiav fiaprvpuv [I fxaprupiav, Petav.] els 
SmSSeifyv T?j? kot' iniiriav Tpoi irar^pa tov vlov <S/*o»Sti;tos. 'O fieii ykp toD <rot/)in~ 
tV aaipiaif vUf & Si rov &eov rov \6yov ^iovoytvr) &t6v 6 5* rod Stov rhv vibv 
tUiva. <pno-i. — Apud Hpiplmn. Uxor. LXXIII. e. S. Opji. I. 854 b °; or Cuncilin, 
«1. Colcti, II. 872„. 
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be more likely to regard it as affording but a slight presump- 
tion of this fact ; a presumption altogether outweighed by 
the consideration, that he has nowhere expressly quoted the 
passage, though the deity of Christ is so prominent a sub- 
ject in his writings. If he had actually read ?xe6? in John i. 
18, it would have been a testimony too remarkable to be 
overlooked. It is not easy to perceive why it should not 
have been quoted as often as John i. 1. But we have not 
far to seek for an illustration of the imprudence of a confi- 
dent reliance on such references to scripture as the one 
before us. Turning back a few leaves in this same treatise 
of Gregory Nyssen we find the assertion that, among the 
names which the Apostle Paul has given to Christ, — "He 
has called him a propitiation for souls, and first- 
born of the nevi creation, and only-begotten Son, 

crowned with glory and honor," etc. 1 In another place he 
expressly quotes the words ''whom God hath set forth as a 
propitiation for our souls'' as the language of the Apostle. 2 
But it would be idle to suppose that he had anything corres- 
ponding to the italicized words in his manuscripts in Rom. 
iii.2r>, or that his Greek copies contained the expression "new 
creation " in Col. i. 16 ; still more that his copy of the Epis- 
tle to (he Hebrews contained the words "only-begotten Son," 
a phrnse occurring only in the writings of John. The loose- 
ness and inaccuracy of such references to scripture in the 
writings of the Fathers might be much more fully illustrated. 
Though Gregory of Nyssa has nowhere quoted John i. 
18, he has repeatedly alluded to it, using the words 6 &>v ev 
roll koXttois tov iraTpov eight times in connection with the 
expression a ixovoyevr/t; ^eo?, twice in connection wilh the 
phrase 6 /Aovoyevys wo'?, and once with the phrase 6 ev ii^ricr- 
tok WeoV. For examples and references see below. :i The 



'■ Avrhir 2i<d\ttTt t\a<rTr]pioi' tyvx<»>Vi xat tt}s Kaivqs KTltrfws 

TTpWTlWoKflV, Kal Vtbv fJL V OytV 7J, StJf 77 Kal Tl/jLTJ ^(TT€(/)aVO»jU€V0f, K. T. A. 

— I)f 1'rrf. Christ. Forma. Opp. III. 27Y», 277. 

*"0s 1$ &TT(£<rToAos] (pT)<riv on ov -wpo&iro 6 btbs l\affT^]piov tSjv i|»v^5i/ 
7j n a v. — Do Vita Mosis. ( >pp. I. 225 1 *. 

H 'O nut'oyevhs deify, 6 tiv 4v rois k6\itois tov irarpds, ovt4s ionf 7} 5e£ia lov 
v^larou.— l)e Vita Mosis. Opp. I. l!)2 b . Seo also In Cnntic. Horn. xiii. Opp. I. 
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expression 6 povoyevris ^eo9 is a favorite designation of 
Christ in the writings of this Father. I have noted one 
hundred ami twenty-five examples of its occurrence in his 
treatise against Eunomius alone. But this expression, as 
we shall see, is also a favorite one with other Fathers who 
unquestionably read " only-begotten Son" in John i. 18. 

3. We may here take notice of the allusions to John i. 
18 in the writings of a Latin Father, Fulgentius , who flour- 
ished A. D. 507. They are so instructive as to deserve to 
be quoted in full. Taken together, they show clearly how 
little can be inferred concerning the reading of a passage 
from such allusions, and may serve to guard us against 
hasty conclusions from those of Gregory of Nyssa. See 
the note below. 1 Neither Fulgentius, nor any other Latin 
Father, has ever quoted John i. 18 with the reading unigeni - 
tus Deux. This is only what might be expected, as both 
the Old Latin version and the Vulgate read Filius. But if 
Fulgentius had found the reading Deus in his copies, the 
nature of his writings is such that he could not have failed 
to quote it frequently in proof of the deity of Christ. 

663». — Contra Kunom. Orat. II., tris, III., VI., X. Opp. II. 432 1 ', 447", 478", 
506°, 59f> [60. r >]«, C8I>. 

'O fioyoytv^is vi6s, b tiv Iv rots koAttois tov trarpSs, o tv apx?7 &*S k. t - A* — 
Epist. ad Flavian. Opp. III. 648". Sec also Contra Kunom. Orat. II. Opp. II. 
466". 

. 'O iv V-tyiffT IS &(6s, &>V 4v T01S k6\V01S TOV TTUTp6s, K. T. A. 111 CaUtit'. 

Horn. XV. Opp. 1 697". 

1 Fulgentius has alluded to John i. 18 six times, 

1. In connection with the phrase unigenitus Deus. " Ut ille unigenitus Deus, 
qui est in shut l'utris, non solum in imilioro, sod ctinm ex mulicrc fieret homo." 
Epist. xvii. c. 3, in Migne's Patrol. EXV. 272 h . ''l)e Deo unigenito, qui est in 
sinu Patris, ut dixi, omnia hsec pcrsonaliter accipe." De Fide, c. 20, col. fi8H>, 
ed. Migne. 

2. With uniqenitns Filius. — " Qnis cnim natus est Deus vcrus ex Deo vcro, 
nisi unigenitus Filius, qui est in sinu I'atris ? " Ad Trasim. Lib. HI. c. 4, col. 
272 1 '. " Si vcro unigenitus Filius, qui est in sinu I'atris, postaetornam nativita- 
tem," etc. Epist. xvii. e. 15, col. 459", "Dei ergo Filius unigenitus, qui est in 
sinu I'atris, ut carnem hominis animamque. mundaret," etc. De Fide, c. 17, col. 
679'. 

3. With unigenitus alone. "Quia unigenitus, qui est in sinu Patris, secundum 
quod euro est, plenus est gratiac," etc. Do Inearnat. c. 18, col. 583 c . 

The expression " unigenitus Dous " occurs in the writings of Fulgentius about 
ninety times. 72* 
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II. The following Greek Fathers, with one Pagan writer, 
support the reading vlos. They expressly quote the passage 
with this reading, unless the contrary is stated. 

1. Irenaeus, Bp. of Lyons in Gaul, but educated in Asia 
Minor, fi. A. D. 178. According to the very early Latin 
version in which his work against Heresies has come down 
to us, he has quoted the passage once with the reading Fil- 
ms ; once with Films Dei; and once with Deus. As Films 
Dei is a merely trivial variation of Films, and as the words 
which follow his quotation in one passage confirm the latter 
reading, his testimony may be fairly regarded as favoring 

WO?. 1 

2. Hippolytus, Bp. of Portus Romanus, A. D. 220. Aeyet 
yap ^luxivvw Qebv oiiBeh kmpaicev irunrore, fiovoyevi)? vws, 6 mv 
elf toi> mXirov tov irarpos, avrbs StrjjT/aaTO. (Cont. Noet. c. o. 
In Routh's Script. Eccles. Opusc. I. 58 ed. alt., or Migne's 
Patrol. Or. X. 812*.) 

3. The Third Synod at Antioch (A. D. 2G9), in their 
Epistle to Paul of Samosata. (Concilia, ed. Coleti, I. 869''; 
also in Routh's Rcliq. Sacr. II. 473, or III. 297 ed. alt.) 

4. Archelaus, or rather the " Acta Disp. Archelai cum 
Mancte" (about A. D. 300?), as preserved in a Latin ver- 
sion. (Cap. 32. In Routh's Reliq. Sacr. IV. 213, Sx V. 121 ed. 
alt. ; also in Migne's Patrol. Gr. X. 1479".) 

5. Alexander, Bp. of Alexandria, A. I). 313. (Epist. ad 
Alex. Constant. § 4, ap. Theodoreti Hist. Eccl. Lib. I. c. 4 
(al. 3) ; or in Migne's Patrol. Gr. XVIII. 553".) 

6. I'iiisebius . Bp. of Caesarea, A. I). 315, quotes the pas- 
sage with the reading vlo<s not less than six times. In one 
case, indeed, which has already been briefly noticed, the 
words »; fjbopoyevrjs V\s6? are added after 6 povoyevl)*; vlot, and 



1 Tin 1 jKissnpjos are as follows : 1. '• Drum enhn, in<(iiif, nemo vidit unqumn. 
nisi vni'iniilm f'ilius /)«, qui est in sinn l'atiis, ipso cnnrrnvit. l'ntmiu ciiim in- 
visibilem ex<istpntom ille i|iii in sinn ejus est frllius oinnilms eimrrnf." (Cont. 
ITaer. I.ili. J II. c. 11. § fi. ]>. 1 89 oil. Muss). 2. "Qucmmlmoilnni in Kviuigolio 
seripluin est: Deuni nemo vidit unqunni, nisi miii/enilus Filius, <\n\ est in sinn 
Pntris, ipse ennrravit." (Ihid. ),\h. IV. c. 20. § fi. p. 2. r >. r >.) ;J. " Quemndmoduin 
ct Dmninns dixit. : Uuit/imitus Jhws, qui est in sinu Pntris, ipse onnrnwit." (Ibid. 
Lib. IV. e 20. § 11. p. 256.) 
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on this ground Dr. Tregelles claims his authority in support 
of the reading ^eos. This passage alone, however, when 
carefully examined with the context, seems enough to dis- 
prove this claim; and when it is taken in connection with 
at, least Jive other unequivocal quotations in which Euscbius 
reads 1/109, (here really appears to be no room for doubt. 
The facts are given below. 1 

1 Euscbius quotes John i 18 with the reading vUs, De Eccles. Theol. Lib, J. 
e. 20. $$ 4, 5. p. 8S" h . In the remarks which follow the Inst quotation, lie 
repeats the expression 6 ^toyoyey^t vl6s, and uses the words ovtw ko.1 o vibs 
(is rby n6\irov fyy tov irarpAs ill such si way as to :)tTV/r<1 strong confirmation of 
that reading. A little further on (p. 8f> c ) he enumerates the appellations given 
to Christ hy (he Apostlo John, in their order, in such a manner as to demonstrate 
that he read viis in John i. 18. lie calls upon (is to observe how the Evangel- 
ist, /i « t a rb aira£ ovofxaffai Koyov (John i. I ), real Stby ibv avrby avenrfiv (ver. I ), 
Ktxl <pws anoKaKftrat (ver. 7), Kai piovoyevr] <pdyoLi (ver. 14), ical viby tieou bfioKo- 
ynirai (ver. 18), oiik 3Vi \6yoy oco/*<i£e', a\\a Hal ainby \ombv io~Tope7 Tby erwrripa 
oh \4yoy f avrby aTroKaAouvTa, a\\a vi6y, koX txovoytv9\ y Hal (pws, k. t. A., quoting 
John iii. 16, etc. Now the only place before this citation from the third chap- 
tor, in which the Evangelist, in his own person, applies the name Sim to Christ, is 
in the passage in question. Ensebius must, therefore, have read uhfr in John i. 18 ; 
and the arbitrary hypothesis that tit all his apparent quotations of the passage 
with this reading, Serfs has been changed to Ms by trtinscribrrs, falls to the 
ground. Euscbius also reads vlis, l)e Eccles. Tlteol. Lib. I. e. 20. § 7. p. 

92' 1 ; Lib. II. e. 23. p. 142 c ; and Comin. in l'salm. lxxiii. 11, in Montfa neon's 
(.'oil. Nova, I. 440". We, may add his Cotiim. in Is. vi. 1, where we find & no- 
yoyty^s inifs, & &y €is rby ki{\ttov tov narp/is, though not introduced as a. format 
quotation (Molilf. Coll. Nova, II. 374 (l ). It may here be observed flint no vari- 
ous reading affecting the word vios is given by Nolte, who made use of four 
manuscripts in revising the text of Ensebius de Eccles. Tlteol. published by the 
Abbe Mignc in his Patrol, (intern, Tom. XXIV. 

Let us now examine the passage on which Dr. Tregelles relics, Do Eccles. 
Tlteol. Lib. I. e. 9. p. 67 J . Here the quotation is introduced by the, assertion 
that the Evangelist "expressly teaches that Christ is the only-begotten Son in the 
following words," and is succeeded hy a quotation of John iii. 10, where the 
same expression also occurs, in which Ensebius says that "our Saviour 1:1m- 
Jirms tins. ' ToO tvayyeAitrTov 5 lap p 1^ 5 -r; v avrby v'tbv n.ovoy*y?i eiyai Sifida- 
kovtos Si' wy $<prti focbv ouSely ewpane niimorc o fioyoyevh.s vl6s, v) fxovoyfv)]s rdc<is, 
b &>v tls rby KiiKiroy tov waTpSs, inelvos Qrryr)o~aTo. Under these circumstances, an 
impartial critic will probably think that no clause ever more clearly betrayed it- 
self as 11 marginal gloss, than the words % poyoytvTis 2>(6s in the present instance. 
It. is perhaps hardly worth while to mention that, they are so regarded by the 
original editor, Up. Montagu, who says of them in his note: "Non sunt hrcc 
evangelists, sed nee credo Eusebii, nisi forsan, fjynvy novoytvris Sfiis." 

The only passage that I have found in Euscbius which might seem at first 
view to countenance the reading [novytyris bt6s is in his treatise De Eccles. 
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7. Enstathius, Bp. of Antioch, A. D. 320. (De Engas- 
trimytho, c. 18, in Galland. Bibl. Patr. IV. 563*, or Migne's 
Patrol. Gr. XVIII. 652°.) 

8. Afhanasius, Bp. of Alexandria, A. D. 326, has expressly 
quoted John i. 18 with the reading vlos four times, and 
referred to it in such a way in three other places as to show 
in each of them that he had this reading.' 

9. iVz/rf-Athanasius, fourth cent.? (Contra Sabellian. c. 
2. Opp. II. 38".) 

10. Cyril of Jerusalem, A. D. 350, probably. He has no- 
where expressly quoted the passage, but alludes to it as fol- 
lows : — niarevo/xev rolvvv eis eva 'Seov trarepa . . . ov av^pumwv 
fiev ovSeh kcopatcev, 6 fiovoyevfji Be /tow? el^rp/ricrarro. (Cat. VII. 
c. 11. Opp. p. 117 ed. Tout.) Here the omission of vlos 
after fjLov&yevrjs affords no ground for supposing that it was 
absent from his Greek copies in John i. 18, because its 
omission does not affect the sense. But if he had read %eo<f 
in this passage, it is improbable that he would have neg- 
lected so important a word. To this it may be added, that 
in his Eleventh Catechesis, it is his special object to prove 
that the sonship of Christ implies his divinity, or, as he ex- 
presses it, that ^eof^Kov iyewr/aev. Such being the case, had 

Theol. I/ili. HI. o. 7. pp. 174, 1 75. After having quoted Kpli. iv. 5, 6, lie says 
of the Father: "lie alone mnrbc called (xpiw«x T f<,*«i &v) tho One God, rmd 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ; but the Sou | may he called] only-begotten 
God, who is in the bosom of the Father (*5 8« vibs fiovoyevns &€<4s, 6 &v eis tov 
k6\ttov tou irarp6s) ; anil the Paraclete, Spirit, hut neither God nor Son." Here 
it will he observed that Fusebius does not assert that the Son is ealled "only- 
Itegottcu Cod" in scripture, hut only that it is proper to give him that name. 
This pussnge, therefore, does not weaken the force of his express ([notations of 
John i. 18 with the reading vUs. 

1 The direct quotations of Athanasins are, Do llecret. Nie. Synod, e. 13 : riepl 
hi rod tcvpiov fi'ayy«Kt^6fjL€vos Kiyer 'O fxovoytv^s vMs, tf Siv tts tbv Koknov, k. t. A. 
Ei Ttilvvv ui'ifj, oil ktIo-iux, k. t. A. (Opp. I. 219*, ed. liened., Far. 1(598.) /bid. 
c. 21. p. 227*. Orat. II. cont. Arian. c. 62. p. 530*. Orat. IV. oont. Arian. e. 
26. p. 03tf n : nd\te 8£ to iv avr$ -rip 'lwdvvn clpTjpfvov, 'O ^ovoyiv^s ul6s, o Siv els 
rbv koAttw, k. t. A. fcltcvwri rbv vibv kt\ tTvai. *Ov yhp \tyct A 'luH&vvri? vl6v, 

tovto x f ^ ,ft ° ^a/318 ifciAAft \tywv. "Ira t[ airoffrp4<pcis rfyv X f W& °~ ou ^ K 

fiicrim top k6attov aov (Fsalm lxxiii. al. lxxiv. 11). Oimovv ei ?; x*V '*" 7 'f 
«<SAira>, xal (5 viis iv (tdATrrp, k. t. A. The references to the reading viiis, which 
in this ease arc as explicit as quotations, are found in Orat. IV. cont. Arian. e. 
16. p. (i2H"< '; ibid. c. 20, p. 631" ; and e. 23. pp. 634 f , 635*. 
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ho read /xnvoytvfji; Seo? in John i. IS, he could hardly have 
failed to quote the passage; none would seem so likely to 
suggest itself. But he has not referred to it. 

11. The Emperor Julian, A. D. 362, has quoted the pas- 
sage twice with the reading vio<s. (Ap. Cyril. Alex. Lib. X. 
cont. Julian.; Opp. VI. ii. 333.) 

12. Titus of Bostra, A. 1). 362. (Cont. Maniehaeos, Lib. 
III. e. 6, in Galland. Bibl. Patr. V. 332", or Migne's Patrol. 
Gr. XVIII. 1224''.) He has also once quoted the passage 
with the reading vios ^eo?. 1 

13. Gregory of Nazianzns, A. I). 370. 'EiretSr) vioi fio- 
voyevrjs • 6 fiovoyevrj 1 ; vio<;, 6 osv as- tw koXttov tov Trarpo'i., eKelvot 
efyyijaaTo. (Orat. XXIX. al. XXXV. e. 17, p. 535" ed. 
Bened.) Luthymius quotes this passage from Gregory 
with the same reading. (Panopl. Pars I. Tit. xi.) 

14. Pse?«fo-Basilius (4th cent.?), that is, the author of a 
Homily published with the works of Basil. (Horn, in Psalm, 
xxviii. c. 3, in Basilii Magni Opp. I. 359 f ed. Bened.) 

15. Rutin us Syrus or Palaestincnsis, about A. D. 390, as 
preserved in a very early Latin translation. (Do Fide, Lib. 
I. c. 16, in Sirmondi Opera Varia, 1. 1C6', ed. Venet. 1728.) 

16. Chrysostom, A. D. 398, not less than eight times. In 
several of these instances he so comments on the word vim 
as to show beyond question that he had this reading. 2 

17. Theodore of Mopsuestia , A. I). 407, in his comment 
on John i. 29. Elpi)/ca><; ei'Taifea 6 fiaTTrunrji, 6Vt ovros e<mv 

1 Ibid. v.. II, up. Oallaml. Bilil. l'utr. V. :i.IS»', or .Mi-ne, XV1I1. \->W. Here 
SeiU may have lieen added hy Titus from -John i. I to indicate, as lie says in the 
following sentence, that the vi6s was nibs yWifflOS S/jtoidS Ty ysyevvjiKtiTi. Conv- 
paiv the insertion in the next sentence to tliis "here he ipiotcs Matt. iii. 17 (or 
xvit. 5) thus : O'tirds lariv b uMy ftov d ixovoytvhs ncd a-yan^-res, lv ai ^oj 

a l>e Iueomp. Dei Nsitura, Horn. IV, c. .'I, fo's; ibid. <•. 4: ibid. Horn. V. e. 1 ; 
Ad eos qui scandali/.ati sunt, e. 3 ; In Is. cap. vi. § 1 ; In illud, Films ex se nihil, 
ete. e. 0; In .loan. Mom. XV. nl. XIV. ee. ] (text), ■<. Opp. I. 475'"', 47m>, 481"; 
III. 470i>; VI. 64», 2<i4'> ; VIII. 84 1 ', H0-, ef. 87'"\ etl. BJontf. (>(' ltie.su passa- 
ges, those first referred to will he found, on examination, to exelude the poaxihitity 
of the supposition that Chrysostom really quoted (lie passage with the muling 
&«(fs, and that, transerihers have suhslittited vlos. I may also remark that neither 
Savile nor Montfaueon have noted in their manuscripts', i» any of these histmic.es, 
any various reading affecting uiiis. 
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6 cupav ttjv d/iapriav tov Koa/JLOv, ovk ihrev 'O fiovoyevrjs v 16 s, 
ovhe, 'O (ov iv Tot? k6\ttoi<; tov 7rarp6<i, ola cpatvertu ev to it 
avMTepro elprjKw (i.e. in John i. 18). — Ap. Maii Nov. 
Patr. Bibl. Tom. VII. P. i. p. 397, or in Migne's Patrol. Gr. 
LXVI. 733". 

18. Nonnus, of Panopolis in Egypt, A. D. 410, probably. 
In his poetical Paraphrase of the Gospel of John, he has no 
trace of (he reading ^eo<r, which he would hardly have failed 
to express, had he found it, in the original. He uses /xovwye- 
vrj<; alone, which implies vios. 

19. Theodoret, Bp. of Cyrrhus, near Antioch, A. D. 423, 
at least four times. (Comm. in Psalm cix. 1; — Dial. I. ; 
— llnijr. Fab. Lib. V. cc. 1, 2. Opp. I. 1392, and IV. 20, 
379, 383, ed. Sehulz.) 

20. Proclus, Patriarch of Constantinople, A. D. 434. 
(Orat. XV. c. 2. Analect. p. 440, ed. Iliccard., or in Migne's 
Patrol. Gr. LXV. 801".) 

21. Pseudo-Cyril, fifth century? I refer under this name 
to a work, " I)e sanctfi et vivifies! Trinitate," ascribed to 
Cyril of Alexandria, and published as his by Cardinal Mai. 
Dr. Tregelles, however, to whose judgment I have deferred, 
regards it as the production of a later writer than Cyril. 1 
In this work (cap. 6) John i. 18 is quoted with the reading 
uio?. 2 

22. Andreas, Bp. of Crete, A. I). 635? (Orat. in Transfig. 
Opp. ]). 44* ed. Cornbefis.) 

23. i'wMtfo-Caesarms, seventh century? (Qnaest. et Re- 
spons., Dial. I. Itesp. 4, ap. Galland." Bibl. Patr. VI. 8 1 '.) 
The work here cited has been attributed, but it would seem 
erroneously, to Caesarius, the brother of Gregory Nazianzen. 
It. was accredited as his in the time of Photius, who has 
described it.. 

24. Joannes Damascenus, A. D. 730, three times. (De 
Fide Orthod. Lib. I. c. 1; — Adv. Nestorianos, c. 32, bis. 
Opp. I. 1 23", 562" ed. Le Quien.) 



1 Aeeiiunt of tlic Printed Text of the Greek New Test., p. 2.'S2, note f. 

2 In Maii Script. Vet. Nov. Coll., Tom. VIII. 1'. ii. p. 31, and in his Nov. 
I'ntr. Bilil. II. 5; also in Migne's Patrol. Gr. LXXV. 1153 b . 
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25. Theodore Studites, A. I). 813, twice. (Antirrhet. III. 
14, and Epist. II. 56. Epist., etc., pp. 108", 349", as edited 
by Sirmowl in his Opera Varia, Tom. V.) 

26. Andreas the Presbyter (9th or 10th. cent. ?), in his 
Catena on 1 John iv. 11—17. (Cramer's Catenae, VIII. 
134.) 

27. The Catena on John i. 18, published by Cramer. 
(Cramer's Catenae, 11.189.) 

28. Theophylact, A. D. 1070. (Coram, in loc. Opp. I. 
519° ed. Venet.) 

29. Euthymius Zigabenus or Zygadenus, A. D. 1110, 
thrice. (Comm. in loc. III. 35, 39 ed. Matth. ; and Panopl. 
P. II. Tit. xxiii. (Adv. Bogomilos) e. (i, p. 1.0, ed. Gieseler.) 

It is hardly worth while to go lower than this, but two or 
three more writers may be added for completeness. 

30. Elias Cretensis, A. 1). 787, according to Cave, 1 120 
Oudin. (Comm. in Greg. Naz. Orat. I., in the App. to 
Greg. Naz. Opp. II. 210", ed. of 1630.) 

31. Zacharias Chrysopolitanus, A. 1). 1157. (In L'num 
ex Q,nat., Lib. I. in loc., according to the Latin version in 
Max. Bibl. Patr. XIX. 762".) 

32. Nicetas Choniates, A. D. 1200, four times. (Thes. 
Ortliod. Lib. I. c. 27; IV. 31 ; V. 41, 60, according to the 
Latin version in Max. Bibl. Patr. XXV. 75 r , 130'', 165", 
176".) 

We. will now attend to the testimony of the Latin Fathers. 
Some of them, as Tertullian, Hilary, Vicforinus Afer, Am- 
brose, and Jerome, were acquainted with Greek, and occa- 
sionally, at least, consulted the original ; but the evidence 
of the majority bears only on the reading of the Old Latin 
and Vulgate versions. Notwithstanding the extraordinary 
statements of Dr. Tregelles, and various editors of the. 
Greek Testament who have been misled by Wetstein , no 
quotation of John i. 18 with the reading unigenitus Dens 
has ever been produced from a single Latin Father. The 
following quote the passage with the reading Films: 

1. Tertullian, A. 1). 200. (Adv. Prax. c. 15.) 

2. Hilary of Poitiers, A. D. 354, at least seven times. 
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(Tract, in Psalm, exxxviii. c. 35 ; — De Trin. Lib. II. c. 23; 
Lib. I V. ce. 8, 42 ; Lib. V. cc. 33, 34 ; and Lib. Vf. c. 39. 
Opp. coll. 520", 799-, 831", 852", 873", 874", 905", ed. Bencd.)< 

3. Phoebadius (or Phaebadius), Pp. of Agen in Gaul, A.l). 
359. (Conk Arian. c. 12, in Galland. Bibl. Patr. V. 253, or 
Mignc's Patrol. XX. 21".) 

4. Victorinus Afcr, A. D. 300, six times. (De Gen. Verb. 
Div., ad Candidum, ee. Hi (unigenitus Dei Filius), 20; — 
Adv. Aiium, Lib. 1. ec. 2, 4; Lib. IV. cc. 8, 33. In Migne's 
Palm]. VIII. 1029, 1030, 1041, 1012, 1050, 1119, 1137. 
In the last instance be had the Greek before him. — Adv. 
Arid i n Lib. I. c. 15, he omits Filius.) 

5. Ambrose, Bp. of Milan, A. D. 374, at least seven times. 



1 In tin 1 last passage referred to (Do Trin. I. ill. VI. c. .'!'.)) Hilary lias commented 
on his quotation of .John i. is hi such n way as to demonstrate that, lie read 
Filius. lie remarks; " Naturae fides non satis explicate videlmlur ex nomine 
Filii, nisi |ironriotnt.is extriusccus virtus per exccplionis signilieantiam ndderetur. 
('meter Filiuiii eniui, et tttdt/cnittttu cognominans, suspicionem adoptionis penitus 
exsecuit." 

The only passage, so far as I know, in all Hilary's writings, whieh has even 
the appearance of supporting the reading uniijcnifus Dens, is in his work De Trin. 
Lib. xii. o 2-f. This is partially epioted by Dr. Tregelles, and has already been 
adverted lo. We will now compare it with the context, which will make it clear 
that it affords no reason for supposing that Hilary read Dewt instead of Filius in 
John i. IS. Having quoted Kxod. iii. 14, " Misit. me ad vos is qui est " ( Scjft. 6 
&v), ami remarking " Deo proprium esse id quod est mm ainbigens sensns est," 
he goes on to argue that, this expression implies eternity, and then says : " Quod 

igitur et per Moysen de Deo signilicatuni id ipsnm nnigenito Deo esse 

proprium Kvungolia testantur: cum in principal end Verbum (John i. l),et cum 
hoe apud Dcinn erut (ibid.), et cum end lumen vcrum (ver. 9), et cum unigeni- 
tus Dens in sinu Patris est (ver. is), et cum Jesus Christus super omnia 
Deus est (Horn. ix. 5). Emt igitur, atc|uc est; quia al> eo est, qui quod est 
semper est." 

I'Yoni this it will he perceived that Hilary's argument rests wholly on the 
word est. When he says 'cum unigenitus Deus in sinu Patris est," there is no 
more reason for regarding the words " unigenitus Deus " us quoted from John 
than there is for (supposing them to he quoted from Paul a page or two below 
(e. 20), where Hilary says, " cum secundum Apostolum ante tempora aeterim 
sit unigenitus Deus," referring to 2 Tim. i. 9. 

The e.rjiresiiim " unigenitus Deus " is a favorite one with Hilary. It occurs in 
his treatise Do Trinitnte about one hundred and four times. The frequency of 
this expression in his writings, with the certainty that, he read Filius in John i. IS, 
shows how futile it is to argue from the mere use of this phrase in the works of 
a Father, that lie found it in scripture. 
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(De Jos. c. 14, al. 84;— De Boned. Patr. c. 11, al. 51 ;— In 
Luc. Lib. I. c. 25; Lib. II. c. 12; — De Fide, Lib. 111. e. 3, 
al. 24; — De Spir. Saner, Lib. I. c. 1, al. 20; — Epist. xxii. 
c. 5. Opp. 1.510", 527 f , 1274", 1286"; 11.501", 605', 875", 
ed. Bened.) 

6. Jerome, A. D. 378. (In E/.ek. c. xliv. Opp. III. 1023, 
ed. Mart.) 

7. Faustinus, A. D. 384, three times. (De Trin. Lib. I. 
c. 2. § 5, in Migne's Patrol. XIII. 54"".) 

8. Augustine, Bp. of Hippo, A. 1). 396, three times. (In 
Joan. Tract, xxxi. c. 3; xxxv. c. 5; xlvii. e. 3. Opp. Tom. 
III. P. ii. col. 1638, 1600, 1731, ed. Migne.) 

9. Adimantus the Manichaean, A. 1). 396. (Ap. Angus- 
tinum coat. Adimant. c. 9, § I. Opp. VIII. 139, ed. 
Migne.) 

10. Maximinus, the Arian bishop, A. D. 428, twice. (Ap. 
Angustini Collat. cum Maximin. cc. 13, 18. Opp. V11I. 
719, 728, ed. Migne.) 

11. The author of the work against Viriinadus ascribed 
to Idacius Clarus, A. D. 385, three times. (Adv. Vivimad., 
in Max. Bibl. Patr. V. 731", 710"".)' 

12. Vigilius of Tapsa, A. D. 484, or the author, whoever 
he was, of Libri XII. de Trinirate. (De Trin. Lib. IV. in 
Max. Bibl. Patr. VIII. 783", or in Athanasii Opp. II. 615% 
ed. Montf.) 

13. Junilius, A. D. 550. (De Part. Div. Legis, Lib. I. c. 
16, in Migne's Patrol. LXV1II. 22".) 

14. Aleu'm, A. D. 780. (Comm. super Joan, in loe. Opp. 
I. 472, 473, ed. Froben., or in Migne's Patrol. C. 752", ef. 
753".) 

Other Latin Fathers, as Paschasius Radbertus, Bruno 
Astensis, &e., might be cited to the same purpose ; but it is 
useless to go any further. 

III. The three following Fathers have quoted the passage 
with both readings, and their testimony may be regarded as 



' Monlfiuron ascribes this work, and also tlio first eight hooks of the one next 
mentioned, to Iilatius the ehronieler (A. I). 445). See his edition of Athanasius, 
II. G02, 60% 
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doubtful; namely, Origen, Basil the Great, and Cyril of 
Alexandria. The last, on the whole, favors ^eo? ; but as it 
seems not improbable that they all had both readings in 
their copies of the Greek Testament, we will consider their 
evidence together. 

1. Origen, A. I). 230, according to the text of the Bene- 
dictine edition (De La Rue) has the reading ^eo? twice ; on 
the other hand, he has v/os onee, once vto<; rod 'iteov, and once 
unig-rnilus Dei FiUus in a work preserved only in the Latin 
version of Rufinus. 1 

2. Basil of Caesarca, A. T). 370, according to the text of 
his Benedictine editors (Gamier and Maran), has ^eo? once, 
and in another passage he mentions True Hon, Only-Begot- 
ten God, Power of God, and Logos, as names given to 
Christ in scripture; but he twice quotes the text in ques- 
tion with the reading wis. 1 



1 Origen has dt6s, In Joan. Tom. ii. c. 29, and xxxii. c. 1.1 (Opp. IV. 89 1 *, 
4.W, cl. Do La Hue). In both those passages, however, tlio very literal version 
of Ferrari, made from a manuscript now lost, reads uhitjrnitmt alone, without either 
Jiewt or Filins. If he hud ulis in his Greek copy, the omission would he unim- 
portant ; hut if he had bris, the neglect to translate it would be Strang and in- 
excusable. — On the other hand, we have vi6s, Cont Cols. Lib. II. o. 71. Opp. I. 
440*'. &et>v outfeU ecepaKt v&woTf' 6 fjiovoyty^s vl6s, 6 &v tls rby koKvov too -narp6s, 
iittTvos Qriyi\aaTo. So De La Rue and Lommatsch, from two manuscripts ; the 
earlier odi I ion of Hoosehel, founded on a single manuscript, instead of S fiovo- 
ytv))S vi ih reads Kal txovoytvijs yt &v Serfs. But this, it will at once he per- 
ceived, bears the marks of a marginal gloss, which, by one of the most common 
of mistakes in manuscripts, has been substituted for the text. Compare the 
similar gloss in Kusebius, De Kecles. Theol. Lib. I. e. 9, noticed above. Tibs 
toD ScoS occurs. In Joan. Tom. vi. c. 2. Opp. IV. 102' 1 , as edited by Do La line 
and I.oininatsoh from the Bodleian manuscript, which appears to l>e an excellent 
one; the earlier edition of Iluet, which was founded on a single manuscript, 
reads vlbs dt6s. A little after, in two allusions to the passage, i fiovoyerfs is used 
alone. Opp. IV. 102«, 114". — Uuigemtits J->d FiUus, In Cant. Lib. IV. Opp. 
III. 91'. 

* Basil reads a* is. Do Spir. Sanct. c. f>. Opp. III. 12b. Conip. ibid. e. 8, p. 
14 c , where he says: Of5« yap \i} ypaifrh] r *> uvopa frirlp nav tjfofia tou vlov, koX 
vibv aKi^ivbf \4yttv (ftl. \4yti), Kal fxovoytvr) & € 6 v, Kal SiVajUfe &eov, Kal ffo- 
tplav, Kal hiyov. — On the other hand, he has vl6s, De Spir. Sanct. c. 11, Opp. 
III. 23a, whero tlio six manuscripts ot Garnier appear to agree in this reading, 
though one of Matthaei's Moscow MSS. has 2tc6s (see Matthaei's Nov. Test. 
Grace. 1. 780), He again has vios, apparently without any variation in the ten 
MSS. of Gamier, Epist. 234 (al. 400), e. 3. Opp. HI. 358 b . Here Matthaei's Mos- 
cow MS. also reads uUs. 
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8. Cyril of Alexandria, A. I). 41.2, as edited hy Aubert, 
has ^eo? four times, and tm>9 three times. ITis commentary 
on the passage, as printed, favors ^eo^, but its evidence is 
somewhat weakened by various readings. 1 

The whole of the external evidence for the different read- 
ings of the passage in question, so far as I am acquainted 
with it, lias now been staled. If one should look into 
Wetstein, and find apparently a considerable number of 
authorities which have not been noticed, he may be assured 
that they have all been carefully examined, and that they 
amount to nothing. The same is true of the vague refer- 
ences to "alii permittti" "alii mvlli" in the last edition of 
Tischendorf, and of similar references in other critical edi- 
tions of the Greek Testament, all founded on Wetstein's 
note. 8 They relate without exception, not to quota! ions of 



1 Cyril reads &e6s, Thcs. Assert, xiii. and xxxv. f)pp. V i. 137 h , 237". The 
correctness of SeAs in his text in the lust instance is confirmed hy the citations of 
this passage of Cyril in Catenae, from which it has been printed in his Comni. 
on Luke ii. 7 in Mai's Nora Patr. Uilil. III. 123", and Mignc's 1'atrol. Gr. 
LXXII. 487«; also in the Catena published by Cramer {VI. 305) on Col. i. 16. 
He has dciSs, moreover, in the Dialogue " Quod Unas sit Christus," Opp. V. 
i. 7G8<\ In his Comni. on John i. 18 lie has viis in the text, Opp. IV. 103°; but 
toward the end of his remarks lie. quotes the passage with the reading &t<Ss, p. 
107 h , lie also says ; 'EitiT-qp-njcov Se TraAti', on fxovoytv~) dzhv a.iroKa\n tou vtAv, 
p. 105'*. But hero the scholion in one of Mutthaci's Moscow manuscripts cites 
him as saving, ^%imt}pT)jtov Toivvv, 'An ku\ ixovoytvq arrona\^7 tov viov, omitting 
StoV. Still, the commentary on the whole confirms the reading fcis. 

lie has the reading vlAs, Tlies. Assert, xxxv., and Adv. Ncstorium, Lib. 
III. c. 5. Opp. V. i. 3G5 C , and VI. i. 90 b . This reading is also found twice in 
ait extract which he gives from Julian, in his work against that emperor. Opp. 
VI. ii. 333*. 

In an allusion to John i. 18, w© 'find 5 p.oyoyiv}is rod &eov \6yos, 6 if 
itifAirois Siv tou TtarpAs. Apol. adv. Orient. Opp. VI. 187". 

9 It may be worth while to say that the. Ojttix Itiipt'rfrctuin, a Latin commen- 
tary on Matthew cited by Tischendorf and others us an authority fur&e<Jr, con- 
tains no quotation of John i. 18. It has the er/trcssiou " unigenitus Deus " in the 
remarks on Matt, i. 'JO, v. 'J, xi\. 17, and xxiv. 41. The work is appended to 
Tom. VI. of the Benedictine cd. of Chrysostoin. 

It may be satisfactory to refer here also to the places where this expression 
occurs in some other writers, who have been erroneously cited as authorities for 
the reading /xonyfyiis deds in John i. IS. See I*seudo-/j»«f. ad I'hilad. c. 6 
(the larger recension) ; Const. Ajiosl. iii. 17 ; v. 20 ; vii. 38, 43 ; viii. 7, 35 ; Arms 
ap. Athanas. do Syn. c. 15, Opp. I. 728% but not np. Epiph. Haer. LXIX. c. fi, 
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the passage in question, but merely to examples of the 
phrase fiovoyevrjs Sew or tmigenitus Dcits, employed without 
any allusion to John i. 18. After all that has been said, it 
will hardly be pretended that the mere use of this expression 
by a Greek or Latin Father affords any evidence that he 
read it in this passage. We might as well argue from the 
frequency of the expression 6 Seo? Aoyo? in the writings of 
the Fathers from the third century downwards, or of 'SeoTo- 
ko? and Deipara applied to the. Virgin Mary, or of "God the 
Son" in modern theological works, that these precise 
phrases must have been found in scripture by those who 
have so freely employed them. Though the phrase has now 
become unusual, there were good reasons for its popularity 
in ancient times. The Arians , who laid great stress on the 
fact, that the Father was "unbegotten" and "without begin- 
ning," ayevwp-os and avap^ot, were fond of calling the Son 
" the only-begotten God." because, while the term expressed 
his high dignity, it brought into view his derived existence. 
Begotten by an act of God's will, he could not, they argued, 
be eternal. The Orthodox, on the other hand, who saw no 
absurdity in the idea of eternal generation, were fond of the 
expression, because they regarded it as indicating his deriva - 
tion from the substance, of the Father , as it is explained in 
the Nieene Creed, yevviftevra iic tov irarpb'; fiovoyev!'), tovt- 
eariv, eic 7% ovaiaf tov 7raTp6s, ^)ebi> ex ^eov. Both the 
Arians and the Orthodox freely applied the term Seo? to 
Christ. 

Before proceeding to consider the internal evidence for the 
different readings, it will be convenient to present the results 
of the preceding examination in a tabular form, so that one 
may see at a glance the authorities for each. The figures 
added to the names of the Fathers denote the time when 
they flourished. 



Opp. 1. 7:!l rt , ir\ijp})s Atifs, /xovoyeirtis ; Asim'ns np Atlianas. do Svn. c. 18, p. 
732 1 '; Eiinmimis, Expos. Kill, c. fl, mill Apol. ex: 15, 21, 2fi (ftp. Fabric. Bil>l. 
fin«<\, Tom. VIII.) ; Gmj. Naz. Epist. 202, nil Ncclnrmm, Opp. 11. 108°; Uuu- 
dentius, Serin, xix., in Milne's Patrol. XX. 990 h ; Fcrrandus, Epist. iii. cc. 2, 7, 
9, 10, 11 ; v. 2, 5 ; vii- 12 ; in Migne, Tom. IAVII. 
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KOW THE READING &«fr. 

Man uscripts. 
k* B C* L, 33. 



Versions. 

Posh. Syr., Hard. Syr. 
(marg.), Copt., Aeth.(Rom. 
ed.) 

Greek Fathers. 

Clem. Al. m , Theo-d. 1 * 4 , 
Epiph. 308 , three times, and 
one ref., Didym.**, twice, 
and one ref.(Y); Cyr. Al. 444 , 
/our times, and one ref. (?), 
but u«Ss /Arce times. 

Perhaps, 2d Syn. An- 
cyr. 35S , one ref., and Greg. 
Nyss. 37 ", one ref., and eight 
allusions, but both very 
uncertain. (See above, pp. 
K54-857.) 



Latin Fathers. 

None. 



l'OK THE KKAD1NG "los. 



Manuscripts. 

s** A C X a, E F G II K MSUV A,'l. 
69., and, with one exception, all the other cur- 
sive manuscripts, several hundred in number, 
which have been examined on the passage. 

Versions. 

Old Lat., Vulg., Curet. Syr., Hard. Syr. 
(text), Jerus- Syr., Aeth. (Piatt's ed.), Armen. 

Greek Fathers. 

Iren. 17 " probably, Hippol.™, 3d Syn. Ant. s,iB , 
Arcliel.*™, Alex. Al. 313 , Kuseb. 3IS six times, and 
one alius., Kustath. Ant. :B ", Athanas™, four or 
rather seven times, Pseud.- Athan.*" 1 *""•' , Cyr. 
Hier. 8 ™, prolmbli/, .Julian 3 "" twice. Tit. Bostr."' 2 , 
Greg. Naz. 3 '", J'seuih-iiasil, Ilufin. Syr. 3 "", 
Chrysost. 308 , eight times, Theod. Mops. 4 " 7 , Non- 
nus 41 " probably, Theodoret 423 four times, Pro- 
clus 434 , 7'.s<Wfj-Cyr. 5 """""-,Andr. Crct. d35 , J'seudo- 
Caesarius 7 """""-' , Joan. Dam.' 30 thrice, Theod. 
Stud.* 13 twice, Andr. presb." Ul "'"- ? , Caten. ed. 
Cramer """ ""»■"; Thcoph.™", Euthym""', thrice, 
Elias Cret. 1 ™, Zaeh. Chrys. 115 ', Nic. Chon.™'. 

Latin Fathers. 

Text.™, Hilar. 354 seven times, Phocbad. 3 ", Vic- 
torin. Afer 30 " six times, Ambrose 374 seven times, 
Jerome 37 ", Faustin. 3 * 4 three times, August. 300 , 
three times, Adimant. 39 *, Maximin. 428 twice, Ida- 
clus m " m three times, Vigil. Taps. 4 * 4 , Junil. 6 *, 
Aleuin™, and others. 



Wholly doubtful. Origcn 230 , Basil the Great 370 . 
their readings above. 



See the full account of 



This exposition of the evidence makes it apparent that 
Dr. TreggUes has been somewhat incautious in asserting 
that fiovoyevrj<i ^eo? is " the ancient reading of the Fathers 
generally " 

In estimating the external evidence, it is important to 
consider the wide geographical distribution of the witnesses 
for vuk. They represent every important division of the 
Christian world. The reading vto? is attested by the Cure- 
tonian, Harclcan, and Jerusalem Syriac ; by the third Synod 

73* 
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at Anfioch, En statin us of Antioch, and Theodoret; by 
Titus of Bostra in Arabia ; by Gregory of Nazianzus in 
Cappndocia, and Theodore of Mopsuestia in Cilieia ; by 
the Armenian version ; by Eusebius of Caesarea in Pales- 
tine, who paid particular attention to the text of the Gos- 
pels, and was commissioned by the emperor Constantine to 
procure fifty copies of the scriptures carefully written for the 
use of the churches at Constantinople ; by Alexander and 
Athanasius of Alexandria; by Chrysostom and Proclus of 
Constantinople ; by the Old Latin and Vulgate versions, 
and, apparently, the whole Western Church, without excep- 
tion. On the other hand , the authorities for ^eo?, besides 
being much more limited in number, are, so far as we know 
their locality, almost wholly Egyptian. 1 

Comparing the readings in respect to antiquity, we find in 
favor of v!6f, before the middle of the fourth century., the Old 
Latin and Curetonian Syriac, Irenaeus (probably), Tertullian, 
Hippolytus, the third Synod at Antioch (A. D. 269), Arche- 
laus, Alexander of Alexandria., Eusebius, Eustathius of 
Antioch, and Athanasius ; on the other side, we have during 
this period only the Peshito Syriac (if that version in its 
present, form is so ancient), Clement of Alexandria (some- 
what doubtful), the Excerpta Theodoti, and the Coptic ver- 
sion. In the period that follows, though the few manu- 
scripts that support ^eds areof the highest character, the 
weight of the whole evidence must be regarded as prepon- 
derating against it. 

We come now to the internal evidence. It is urged in 
favor of Syeo9, that fiovoyevrji naturally suggests the word vl&s, 
so that a transcriber might easily inadvertently substitute it 
for &eov. This consideration appears to be of some weight. 

It is also urged in favor of piovoyevr)<; ^eo?, that it is enti- 
tled to preference as the more difficult reading, being one at 
which transcribers would naturally stumble as an unexam- 
pled expression, This argument, however, will not bear 
examination. In the first place, if transcribers were struck 

1 The Hnri'tcau Syriac in (he margin represents ttie reading of one or two 
Greek manuscripts with which it was collated at Alexandria, A. I). C16. 
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with the expression as remarkable, it. is not probable that 
they would intentionally alter it. They would be more 
likcjy to reverence it as containing a mystery. In the second 
place, though [wvoyevrj*; ^eo? may sound strangely to us, it 
was not a strange or harsh expression to copyists of the 
third, fourth, and fifth centuries. On the contrary, it was, 
as we have seen, a favorite phrase with many writers of this 
period, being used witli equal freedom both by the Arians 
and their opponents. So far from stumbling at it, transcri- 
bers may have been led, by their very familiarity with the 
expression, to introduce it unconsciously into the text. Let 
us look at the passage in John. In the clause immediately 
preceding 6 fjiovrryevi]? wo?, 'Seov had just occurred, bringing 
^eo? before the mind of the copyist. Is it strange that in 
transcribing he should inadvertently connect this word with 
fj.ovoyev>'}>;, the combination being so familiar to him, the 
words dc and fc being so similar in ancient manuscripts, 
and ^eov being so much the more common of these two 
abbreviated words? Such a mistake, in some early manu- 
script or manuscripts, might have been easily propagated, so 
as to extend to the comparatively few authorities which 
exhibit the reading Sreo'?. It is much more difficult to acount 
for such an ancient and wide-spread corruption as must have 
taken place, if ^eo? proceeded originally from the pen of the 
Evangelist. If he had written ^ovoyev-r^ ^eo'<j in this passage, 
so remarkable an expression must have early attracted atten- 
tion, and stamped itself ineffaceably, like the language in 
the first verse of his Gospel, upon the whole Christian lite- 
rature. It would have been continually quoted and appealed 
to. 

But, there is another aspect of the internal evidence, which 
must strike every one who reads the passage in question 
with attention. " No man hath seen God at any time ; the 
only-begotten God, who is in the bosom of the Father, he 
hath declared him." Is it not evident that the introduction 
of the phrase " only-begotten God," after the use of the 
word "God" alone and absolutely, immediately before it, is 
a harshness which we can hardly suppose in any writer? 
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Docs not the word " Father," in a sentence like this, almost 
necessarily imply that the correlative " Son " has just pre- 
ceded ? And is there anything analogous to this expression, 
" the only-begotten God," in the v/ritings of John, or in any 
other part of the New Testament? 

In closing this discussion, the writer wishes to express 
his great respect for Dr. Tregelles, and the earnest desire 
that his life and health may be spared for the completion of 
the important work on which he has been so long engaged. 
No scholar of the present century, with the single exception 
of Tischendorf, has so high a claim on the gratitude of all 
who are solicitous to obtain the purest possible text of the 
original records of our religion. His labors for this object 
have displayed a patient, earnest, and self-sacrificing devo- 
tion worthy of the highest admiration. The reasons for dif- 
fering from him in opinion in regard to the genuineness of 
^eo? in John i. 18, and for desiring a more complete and ac- 
curate statement of the evidence than he has given in this 
case, have now been laid before the reader, who will judge 
of the whole matter for himself. 
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